



AN ACCEPTANCE MODEL FOR 
CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF CONTINUOUS 
INTENTION TO USE E-LEARNING SYSTEMS 
IN OMAN HIGHER EDUCATION 













DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
 




We hereby declare that We have checked this thesis and, in our opinion, this thesis is 




              
_______________________________ 
 (Supervisor’s Signature) 
Full Name  :  TS. DR. AWANIS ROMLI 
Position  :  SENIOR LECTURER 





 (Co-supervisor’s Signature) 
Full Name  :  PROF. DR. RUZAINI BIN ABDULLAH ARSHAH 
Position :  PROFESSOR 
Date  :  8 JULY 2020
 
STUDENT’S DECLARATION 
I hereby declare that the work in this thesis is based on my original work except for 
quotations and citations which have been duly acknowledged. I also declare that it has 
not been previously or concurrently submitted for any other degree at Universiti Malaysia 




 (Student’s Signature) 
Full Name  :  RAGAD M TAWAFAK 
ID Number :  PCC16019 





AN ACCEPTANCE MODEL FOR CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF 
CONTINUOUS INTENTION TO USE E-LEARNING SYSTEMS IN OMAN 










Thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements 
for the award of the degree of 




Faculty of Computing 







First and foremost, I am thankful to Allah S.W.T the All Mighty for His Grace upon my 
life. Also, I would like to thank all the researchers who contributed towards my 
understanding and gave me clear thoughts. My special thanks to my main supervisor, Dr. 
Awanis Romli and co-supervisor Prof. Ruzaini bin Abdullah Arshah for all 
encouragement, guidance and friendship. 
Finally, I am grateful to all my family members especially to my parents for their prayers, 
to my husband for his constant support and continuous hope, as well as my children 
Abdullah and Zainab for their understanding, patience, and moral support. In addition, I 
am grateful to my friends who supported me and believed in my ability to succeed in this 
endeavor. My sincere appreciation extends also to others who have provided assistance 






E-pembelajaran telah menjadi salah satu pendekatan yang paling ketara dalam bidang 
pendidikan. Walau bagaimanapun, e-pembelajaran berhadapan dengan beberapa masalah 
seperti kesukaran kursus, pengetahuan subjek guru dan jenis penggunaan teknologi yang 
terhad yang mempengaruhi niat berterusan pelajar untuk menggunakan e-pembelajaran. 
Kejayaan sistem e-pembelajaran bergantung pada bagaimana pembelajaran berlangsung, 
penyebaran faktor penilaian sokongan, niat tingkah laku, dan persepsi pelajar untuk 
digabungkan untuk niat berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran. 
Penyelidikan ini juga berpendapat bahawa sistem e-pembelajaran yang digunakan untuk 
mengesahkan hasil pembelajaran pelajar seperti keberkesanan, prestasi akademik, 
kepuasan pelajar, dan penggunaan sistem. Tinjauan literatur mengenai niat berterusan 
untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran menunjukkan bahawa bidang ini masih dalam 
tahap awal kerana banyak kajian yang difokuskan untuk menilai sistem e-pembelajaran 
dari satu model penerimaan daripada meningkatkan kombinasi faktor dari banyak teori 
penerimaan model e-pembelajaran untuk tujuan penggunaan berterusan. Tujuan kajian 
ini adalah untuk mencari model penerimaan faktor penyumbang yang mempengaruhi niat 
berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran. Penyelidikan ini mencadangkan 
penggabungan secara berkesan semua hasil sistem e-pembelajaran untuk mengenal pasti 
faktor penyumbang untuk niat berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran. 
Oleh itu, objektif utama kajian ini adalah untuk mengembangkan model penerimaan 
faktor penyumbang untuk niat berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran. 
Kajian ini memberi tumpuan untuk memahami semua faktor yang mempengaruhi yang 
berkaitan dengan penggunaan berterusan  system E-pembelajaran dengan mengkaji 
kemungkinan faktor yang digunakan dalam model penerimaan sebelumnya seperti 
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Task-Technology Fit (TTF) serta Expectation 
terpilih- Teknologi Pengesahan (ECT) dan lain-lain. Untuk mengembangkan model, 
faktor dari TAM, TTF dan juga faktor ECT terpilih digabungkan dalam Model 
Penerimaan kepada faktor bebas dan bergantung yang dikenal pasti. Model penerimaan 
dirumuskan berdasarkan tinjauan model sebelumnya dengan faktor bergantung dan 
bebas. Untuk menguji model, empat universiti Oman telah dipilih sebagai kajian kes. 
Data dikumpulkan menggunakan borang soal selidik yang dikembalikan oleh 295 pelajar 
untuk menilai maklum balas mereka mengenai system e-pembelajaran, setelah itu Partial 
Least Squares-Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) digunakan untuk menilai 
hipotesis model penerimaan yang dikembangkan untuk meningkatkan niat berterusan 
untuk menggunakan e-pembelajaran. Hasil dari data tinjauan menunjukkan bahawa 12 
dari 16 hipotesis menunjukkan bahawa faktor bebas dan bersandar adalah penting untuk 
niat berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran di Institusi Pengajian Tinggi. 
Penyelidikan ini menunjukkan keperluan untuk mengembangkan model penerimaan 
untuk faktor penyumbang niat berterusan untuk menggunakan sistem e-pembelajaran 
untuk institusi pendidikan tinggi Oman yang dapat dilaksanakan untuk peningkatan masa 




E-learning has become one of the most significant approaches in the educational area. 
However, e-learning is faced with several problems such as course difficulty, teacher-
subject knowledge and limited types of technology integration used that affect students’ 
continuous intention to use e-learning. The success of the e-learning system depends on 
how the learning takes place, the deployment of factors of support assessment, behavior 
intention and student perceptions to be combined for continuous intention to use the e-
learning system. This research also argues that e-learning systems used to validate 
learners' learning outcome such as effectiveness, academic performance, student 
satisfaction, and system use.  A review of the literature on the continuous intention to 
use e-learning systems shows that this area is still in its infancy as many studies focused 
on assessing e-learning systems from one acceptance model rather than enhancing the 
combination of factors from many theories of acceptance e-learning models for the 
continuous intention of use. The purpose of this study is to find the acceptance model of 
contributing factors that affect the continuous intention to use e-learning systems. This 
research proposes on merging effectively all e-learning systems outcome to identify the 
contributing factors for continuous intention to use the e-learning system. Therefore, the 
main objective of this study is to develop an acceptance model contributing factors for the 
continuous intention to use the e-learning systems. This study focuses on understanding 
all influencing factors that related to the continuous use of e-learning system by studying 
the possible factors used in previous acceptance models such as Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM), Task-Technology Fit (TTF) as well as selected Expectation-Confirmation 
Technology (ECT) and others.  To develop the model, factors from TAM, TTF as well as 
selected ECT factors were combined in the Acceptance Model to the identified 
independent and dependent factors. An acceptance model was formulated based on the 
previous model's reviews with dependent and independent factors. To test the model, four 
(4) Oman universities have been selected as a case study. Data were collected using 
questionnaires that were returned by 295 undergraduates to assess their feedback on e-
learning system, after which Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-
SEM) was employed to evaluate the hypotheses of the developed acceptance model to 
improve continuous intention to use e-learning system. Results from the survey data show 
that 12 of 16 hypotheses suggested that the independent and dependent factors are 
significant for the continuous intention to use e-learning system in higher education 
institutions. This research reveals the need to develop an acceptance model for 
contributing factors of continuous intention to use e-learning system for Oman higher 
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